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Rem arks /Arguments; 

Claims 1-17 are pending in the application. Claims 16 and 17 are newly added. Basis 
for these claims may be found in the specification at page 11, lines 10-14. Claims 1-15 are 
rejected as being obvious in view of Boyer et al. and Lemmons et al. this ground for rejection is 
respectfully traversed. In particular, neither Boyer et al., Lemmons et al. nor their combination 
disclose or suggest, "calculating a new time of transmission for display by adding the selected 
incremental time Index to one of the times of transmission currently displayed; and ... 
displaying the program guide information at the new time of transmission," as required by claim 
1. 

In the Office Action, it is admitted that Boyer et al. do not disclose or suggest 
"calculating a new time of transmission for display by adding the selected incremental time 
index to one of the times of transmission currently displayed." Lemmons et al. was cited as 
disclosing this feature. Referring to Lemmons et al., the Office Action asserts that 
''[n]ecessarily, a new time of transmission for display is calculated by adding the selected 
Incremental time index (e.g. adding 24 hours if same part of the day for next day is selected) to 
one of the times of transmission currently displayed." Applicant respectfully disagrees with this 
assertion for two reasons. First, There is no need to '*add" any time as all that is being done is 
moving the cursor to a different day on the calendar and extracting data for that day. Indeed, 
Lemmons et al. disclose that the different days of the calendar display of Fig. 8 are selected 
using a cursor and navigation keys (see col. 16, lines 11-15). Lemmons et al. do not even use 
the word ''sum" in their application use the word ''add" only to refer to adding channels to a 
displayed program list. Thus, the 'adding" step is neither necessar/ nor is It performed by 
Lemmons et al. Second, Lemmons et al. do not disclose or suggest displaying any program 
guide information In Fig. 8 or in the text describing it. The display in Fig, 8 includes only 
calendar entries. It does not include any program guide Information as required by claim 1. 

Furthermore, the combination of Boyer et al, and Lemmons et al. proposed in the Office 
Action is contrary to the combination that the skilled person would make having no knowledge 
of the subject invention. Instead of combining these references as proposed by the examiner, 
the skilled person would substitute the calendar selection feature of Lemmons et al. for the 
similar calendar selection feature of Boyer (see item 232 of Fig. 16). This, however, would not 
result in an ^adding" step as required by claim 1 but only a selection step. There is no 
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disclosure in either Boyer et al. nor Lemmons et al. of any "adding" step, as required by claim 
1. The modification of Lemmons et aL to include the "adding" step is impermissibly based on 
Applicant's disclosure. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. 
First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, there 
must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally; the prior art reference (or 
references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. 7776 
teaching or suggestion to make the cla/med combination and the reasonable 
expectation of success must both be found In the prior art^ and not based on 
applicant's disclosure, (emphasis added)^ 

The adding step of the subject invention provides an advantage in speed over the 
methods described by Boyer et aL and Lemmons et aL In both Boyer et aL and Lemmons et 
al., the viewer is limited In the ways that a new viewing time may be selected and displayed. 
In Boyer et aL, a viewer who wants to see the same time frame in a later day must select the 
calendar 232 and then select the time of day using the time of day selection field 230. This 
requires two steps. In Lemmons et aL even more steps are required as a viewer must switch 
from a mode In which program information is displayed (e.g. Fig. 3) to the day to view screen 
shown in Fig. 8, by selecting the quickmenu from Fig. 3, selecting the ''Day to View from the 
quickmenu, navigating among the days in the calendar using the navigation keys and selecting 
a day. (See coL 16, lines 8-27). After selecting the day, the viewer must still select the day 
part. Lemmons et aL do not disclose or suggest that the day part being viewed, for example on 
the screen In Rg. 3, Is carried over to the Day to View menu. Only after all of these steps are 
completed will the viewer be presented with the programs at the same time on the next day. 
Using the subject Invention, on the other hand, the viewer performs a single step: selecting the 
bar 53, shown in Fig. 3, The programs for the next day at the same time are instantly 
displayed. 

Because neither Boyer et aL, Lemmons et aL nor their combination disclose or suggest 
the ""adding" step of claim 1^ claim 1 is not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in 
view of Boyer et al. and Lemmons et al. Claim 8 includes limitations similar to claim 1 and is 
not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Boyer et al. and Lemmons et al. for 
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at least the same reasons as claim 1. Claims 2-7 depend from claim 1 and claims 9-15 depend 
from claim 8. Accordingly, these claims are not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in 
view of Boyer et al, and Lemmons et al. for at least the same reasons as their base claims. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks. Applicants request that 
the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 1-15. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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Ke}^\:iS^t^~t^on, R€g, No. 31,549 
Attomey(s) for Appitcant(s) 

KNN/tmb 



Dated: August 10, 2004 

P.O. Box 980 

Valley Forge, PA 19482 

(610) 407-0700 



The Commissioner for Patents is hereby 
authorized to change payment to Deposit 
Account No. 18-0350 of any fees associated 
wrth this communication. 



I hereby dertify that this correspondence is being filed with 
the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office via Facsimile 
Transmission via Facsimile No. 1-703-872-9306 addressed 
to: Comnr^issionerfor Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, 
VA 22313-1450 on: 



^gUgtlO, 2004 
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